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Chapter 2
Coping Styles and Aggression: A Biobehavioral
Approach

Jaap M. Koolhaas and Sietse F. de Boer

Introduction

Health and stress-related disease are generally considered to be influenced by a
complex interplay between the actual environmental demands and the individual’s
capacity to cope with these demands. A wide variety of medical, psychological,
and biological studies both in humans and in animals demonstrate that individuals
may differ in their capacities to cope with such environmental demands. Factors
that have been shown to affect the individual coping capacity include genotype,
ontogeny, adult experience, age, social support, and so forth. For ages, researchers
have tried to determine the individual vulnerability to stress-related diseases using
estimates of the individual coping capacity. These attempts date back to the times
of Hippocrates who distinguished the following four temperaments: choleric, san-
guine, phlegmatic and melancholic. Each of these temperaments was supposed to
reflect a general attitude in dealing with everyday problems. More recent approaches
use the concept of coping and try to classify coping responses into distinct coping
strategies. Psychologists define coping in humans as the cognitive, behavioral, and
emotional ways of managing stressful situations. According to Lazarus (1966), cop-
ing responses are determined by the appraisal of the degree of control over important
resources available to the individual. In their conceptualization, psychologists divide
coping responses into emotion-focused coping and problem-focused coping strate-
gies. The concept of coping is also used by biologists to understand the behavioral
and physiologic ways animals manage stressful conditions. A coping strategy can
therefore be defined as a coherent set of behavioral and physiologic stress responses
that is consistent over time and context and that is characteristic of a certain group
of individuals. Most studies describe individual differences in behavior and phys-
iology as trait characteristics that may determine the individual’s vulnerability to
stress-related diseases.

These studies are in the realm of biomedical sciences, yet there is a growing
interest in individual differentiation in behavior and physiology in the science of
ecology and evolutionary biology (Sih, Bell, Johnson, & Ziemba, 2004). Individual
variation in coping with challenges in the natural habitat is not only considered as
the origin of speciation but may be an important factor in the regulation of popu-
lations as well. It seems that coping strategies have been shaped by evolution and

12 A. Vingerhoets et al., (eds.), Emotion Regulation.
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2 Coping Styles and Aggression: A Biobehavioral Approach 13

form general adaptive response patterns in reaction to everyday challenges in the
natural habitat. The aim of this chapter is to describe coping strategies in animals
as they might be observed in nature and to summarize the available evidence of
their possible function. We will focus on aggressive behavior as an important indi-
cator and component of coping strategy. It will be argued that the individual vari-
ation in aggressive behavior is related to a differentiation in behavioral flexibility.
This differential degree of flexibility seems to be one of the major factors involved
in the differential fitness of individuals under various environmental conditions in
nature.

Aggression and Coping Strategies

Much of our current thinking on coping strategies is based on the work of Jim Henry
(Henry & Stephens, 1977). He suggested, on the basis of social stress research in
animals and man, that two different stress response patterns may be distinguished.
The first type, the active response, was originally described by Cannon (1915) as
the fight-flight response. Behaviorally, territorial control and aggression characterize
this active response. Engel and Schmale (1972) originally described the second type
of stress response as the conservation-withdrawal response. This response pattern
is characterized behaviorally by immobility and low levels of aggression. These
authors consider the degree in which animals react with an aggressive response to
a stressor as an important discriminating factor of the two coping strategies. These
ideas led to the expectation that the individual level of aggressive behavior (i.e., the
tendency to defend the home territory) is related to the way individual male mice
react to environmental challenges in general. This hypothesis was tested by Benus,
Bohus, Koolhaas, and Van Oortmerssen (1991a) using male house mice that were
genetically selected for either short attack latency (SAL) or a long attack latency
(LAL). These selection lines of wild house mice were derived from a completely
different line of research aimed at investigating the genetic basis of aggression. Also,
when other indices of aggressive behavior are taken into account, the SAL males are
considered extremely aggressive, whereas the LAL males have very low levels of
intermale aggressive behavior. The results of a series of experiments in mice and
rats, which are summarized in Table 2.1, demonstrate that the individual tendency
to initiate aggressive behavior is indeed predictive of the individual reactions to
other, nonsocial environmental challenges. This pattern of behavioral responses is
consistent with the concept of stable coping strategies.

Table 2.1 shows that the individual level of aggressive behavior is related to the
way in which the animals react to a wide variety of environmental challenges. It
seems that aggressive males have a strong tendency to take the initiative (i.e., attack,
active avoidance, or nest building). Nonaggressive males seem to accept the situa-
tion more easily as it is, responding only when absolutely necessary. This difference
in response initiation forms the basis of the terminology we currently use for the
different coping strategies. In our view, high levels of aggression are a reflection of
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Table 2.1 Summary of the behavioral differences between high-aggressive and low-aggressive
male rats and mice
Behavioral characteristics High aggressive Low aggressive

Tests for proactivity
Attack latency Low High
Active avoidance High Low
Defensive burying High Low
Nest building High Low
Behavioral flexibility tests
Routine formation High Low
Cue dependency Low High

Source: Koolhaas, J. M., Korte, S. M., De Boer, S. F., Van Der Vegt, B. J., Van Reenen, C. G.,
Hopster, H., et al. (1999). Coping styles in animals: current status in behavior and stress-
physiology. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 23, 925–935.

a more general proactive coping strategy, whereas a low level of aggression reflects
a reactive coping strategy.

An important fundamental question is whether the two types of behavior pat-
terns can be considered to represent strategies of coping in the sense that they are
both aimed at successful environmental control. Several experiments indicate that
the different behavior patterns can indeed be considered as coping strategies. An
illustrative example is the shock prod defensive burying test. In this test, the animal
is confronted with a small, electrified prod in its home cage. Because this prod is
a novel object, the experimental animal will explore it by sniffing at the object.
Consequently, the animal receives a mild but aversive shock. As soon as it has expe-
rienced the shock, the animal has two options to avoid further shocks. It may either
hide in a corner of the cage to avoid further contact with the shock prod or it may
actively bury the shock prod with the bedding material of the cage. Under these
free-choice conditions, aggressive males spend most of the 10 minutes of test-time
burying, whereas nonaggressive males show immobility behavior. Notice, however,
that the two types of responding are equally successful in avoiding further shocks
(De Boer & Koolhaas, 2003). In this particular test, successful coping can be defined
operationally as avoidance of further shocks. In that sense, both response types in the
defensive burying test can be considered as successful coping. However, Treit, Pinel,
and Fibiger, (1981) described the defensive burying test originally as an anxiety test.
High levels of burying behavior would indicate a high level of anxiety. Therefore,
one may argue that the differences in burying behavior reflect a difference in base-
line emotional state such as anxiety. We think that this interpretation is not correct.
When high and low aggressive males (rats and mice) are tested in a well-validated
anxiety test, the elevated plus maze, no differences are observed. The difference
between both anxiety tests is that the elevated plus maze is more a test for baseline
anxiety, whereas the burying test is a test for fear induced by the electric shock. In
line with the concept of proactive and reactive coping, this fear can be expressed
either as burying behavior or as immobility behavior (De Boer, Van Der Vegt, &
Koolhaas, 2003).



2 Coping Styles and Aggression: A Biobehavioral Approach 15

It is important to emphasize that the differentiation in coping strategies may not
be expressed equally clearly in all challenging situations. In particular, tests that
measure aspects of initiative or proactivity seem to be most discriminative. This
holds, for example, for latency measures such as the attack latency test in males or
the defensive burying test, which allow the animal a choice between proactive and
reactive coping. Although female mice usually do not show territorial aggression,
females of the short attack latency selection line show much more defensive burying
than female mice of the long attack latency selection line. This supports our view
that aggression is only one of a larger set of behavioral characteristics that make up
the proactive coping strategy.

Behavioral Flexibility

The concept of coping strategies is basically descriptive; that is, it describes the
correlations and consistencies of the behavior of individual animals under different
environmental conditions. The question is to what extent these differences might
be causally related to differential cognitive abilities? Several experiments indicate
that proactive and reactive coping strategies differ in the degree to which behavior
is guided by environmental cues (Koolhaas et al., 1999). Aggressive males easily
develop routines (i.e., a rather intrinsically driven rigid type of behavior). Nonag-
gressive males are more flexible and react to environmental stimuli all the time. This
can be demonstrated for example by the way in which aggressive and nonaggressive
males react to a small change in an otherwise stable environment. Animals can be
trained to run a maze for a food reward. Rats and mice can learn such a task easily.
When they reached a stable task performance, the reaction to a small change in the
maze was studied. In one experiment, a small piece of tape was put on the floor in
one of the alleys of the maze, while in another experiment, the maze was turned
90 degrees with respect to the extra maze cues. In both experiments, aggressive
males paid little or no attention to the change (i.e., there was no increase in time
to complete the task and no increase in the number of errors made in the maze).
Nonaggressive males, on the other hand, started exploring the maze again and hence
took much more time to get to the goal box and made more errors in the task. This
suggests that the behavior of the nonaggressive male may be much more guided
by environmental stimuli, whereas aggressive males seem to develop routines. A
similar difference in behavioral plasticity can be demonstrated in the response to a
12-hour shift in light-dark cycle. Aggressive male mice stay in their original day-
night rhythm for a few days after which their rhythm gradually shifts to the new
cycle. Nonaggressive males on the other hand shift their rhythm immediately; they
are twice as fast in adapting to the new light-dark cycle as the aggressive males
(Benus, Koolhaas, & Van Oortmerssen, 1988).

These experiments show that the two coping strategies differ more generally
in the use of feedback and feed-forward behavioral control. The proactive animal
acts primarily on the basis of previous experience (i.e., feed-forward control). The
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reactive coping animal seems to rely on feedback information. This fundamental
difference in behavioral control may causally explain why the animals differ in
such a wide variety of behavioral tests. One may conclude that the concept of cop-
ing strategies can be reduced to an underlying difference in a limited number of
behavioral control mechanisms. Moreover, this differential use of behavioral con-
trol mechanisms also relates to the adaptive character of the two coping strategies.
A proactive coping animal may be adapted to stable environmental conditions. After
all, a feed-forward behavioral control works best under highly predictable condi-
tions. The reactive coping strategy may do better under variable and unpredictable
environmental conditions. Indeed, field studies on feral mouse populations indicate
that aggressive males are more successful under stable colony conditions, whereas
nonaggressive males do better during migration (see below).

Neuroendocrinology of Coping Strategies

Coping strategies are not only characterized by differences in behavior but also by
differences in physiology and neuroendocrinology. As mentioned earlier, tests that
measure aspects of initiative or proactivity seem to be most discriminative. The
defensive burying test in rodents is such a test, which allows the animal a choice
between proactive and reactive coping. In general, high plasma noradrenalin and
relatively low plasma adrenaline and corticosterone accompany defensive burying,
whereas freezing behavior is associated with relatively low plasma noradrenalin and
high plasma corticosterone levels. In a strain of wild-type rats, the more aggressive
males showed the highest levels of burying behavior and showed a larger cate-
cholaminergic (both plasma noradrenalin and adrenaline) reactivity after electri-
fied prod exposure than did the nonaggressive rats (Sgoifo, De Boer, Haller, &
Koolhaas, 1996). Also, during social defeat, the more competitive proactive male
rats react with higher responses of blood pressure and catecholamines than the
more reactive rats. In addition, these competitive males had higher baseline levels of
noradrenalin (Fokkema, Smit, Van der Gugten, & Koolhaas, 1988). The same can be
observed in a comparison between strains. The aggressive wild-type rats responded
to social defeat with larger sympathetic (plasma noradrenalin levels) reactivity and
concomitantly lower parasympathetic reactivity (as measured by increased heart rate
response and decreased heart rate variability) than the less aggressive Wistar rats
(Sgoifo et al., 1997). Thus, proactive coping rodents show in response to stress-
ful stimulation a low Hypothalamus-Pituitary-Adrenocortical (HPA) axis reactivity
(low plasma corticosterone response) but high sympathetic reactivity (high levels of
catecholamines). In contrast, reactive coping rodents show higher HPA-axis reac-
tivity and higher parasympathetic reactivity (Table 2.2). Differences in endocrine
activity have also been observed for HPA axis and gonadal axis activity under base-
line conditions. In aggressive mice, reduced circadian peak plasma corticosterone
levels have been observed compared with nonaggressive mice (Korte et al., 1996).
In mice of the short attack latency selection line and in wild-type male rats, high
baseline levels of testosterone have been observed, while the proactive coping male
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Table 2.2 Summary of the physiologic and neuroendocrine differences between proactive and
reactive animals
Physiologic and neuroendocrine characteristics Proactive Reactive

HPA-axis activity Low Normal
HPA-axis reactivity Low High
Neurosympathetic reactivity High Low
Adrenomedullary reactivity High Medium
Parasympathetic reactivity Low High
Testosterone production High Low
Testosterone sensitivity High Low

is also more sensitive to the behavioral effects of testosterone (Ruiter, Koolhaas,
Keijser, Van Oortmerssen, & Bohus, 1992).

Neurobiology of Coping Strategies

Several studies in our rats and mice show a widespread central nervous differentia-
tion between the two coping strategies. This takes place, for example, at the level of
the peptidergic modulation of the central nucleus of the amygdala (Roozendaal,
Wiersma, Driscoll, Koolhaas, & Bohus, 1992), the vasopressinergic neurons in
the bed nucleus of the stria terminalis and its innervation of the lateral septum
(Compaan, Buijs, Pool, De Ruiter, & Koolhaas, 1992), the suprachiasmatic nucleus
(Bult, Hiestand, Van der Zee, & Lynch, 1993), postsynaptic 5-HT1a receptor sen-
sitivity, the hippocampal mossy fiber system (Sluyter, Jamot, Van Oortmerssen, &
Crusio, 1994), and striatal dopaminergic mechanisms (Benus, Bohus, Koolhaas, &
Van Oortmerssen, 1991b). These differences reflect differences in the state of brain
mechanisms in terms of number of neurons, degree of arborization of neurons,
hormonal and neurotransmitter receptor binding capacity, and so forth, which in
concert may determine the tendency to cope either proactively or reactively with
environmental challenges.

It is interesting to notice that the vasopressinergic system of the lateral septal area
is well-known to be sexually dimorphic and testosterone dependent. Males are char-
acterized by a considerably higher density of Lateral Septum Arginine Vasopressin
(LS-AVP) fibers than females. However, the differences in density of LS-AVP fibers
as observed in the proactive and reactive coping strategies within the male gender
turn out to be as large as the differences between the sexes. This indicates that the
differentiation in coping strategies is somehow related to the differentiation between
the sexes. Indeed, there is some evidence that the perinatal processes involved in the
sexual differentiation are also involved in the development of the two coping strate-
gies within the male gender (Koolhaas, Everts, de Ruiter, De Boer, & Bohus, 1998).

An intriguing recent observation in mice indicates that the nonaggressive, reac-
tive coping mouse shows the strongest hippocampal neuronal plasticity in terms
of stress-induced changes in hippocampal neurogenesis. This is correlated with a
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Table 2.3 Summary of the central nervous differences between proactive and reactive male rats
and mice
Neurochemical characteristics Proactive Reactive

Septum AVP-ir fibers Low density High density
SCN AVP-ir fibers Low density High density
AVP infusion in ACE Insensitive Immobility
AVP infusion in ACE Insensitive Bradycardia
CRH infusion in ACE Behavioral activity Insensitive
CRH infusion in ACE Tachycardia Insensitive
Hippocampal mossy fibers Small Large
Striatal dopamine Sensitive Insensitive
5-HT turnover High Low
5-HT1a binding High Low
5-HT1a receptor mRNA High Low
5-HT1a receptor sensitivity High Low

AVP-ir, Arginine Vasopressin Immunoreactivity; SCN, Suprachiasmatic Nucleus; ACE, Central
Amygdala; CRH, Corticotropin Releasing Hormone; 5-HT, 5-hydroxytryptamine.

significantly higher hippocampal expression of genes coding for cytoskeleton pro-
teins (Feldker, De Kloet, Kruk, & Datson, 2003).

Stress Vulnerability

The concept of coping styles implies that animals have a differential capacity to
adapt to various environmental conditions. Negative health consequences might
arise if an animal cannot cope with the stressor or needs very demanding coping
efforts. In view of the differential neuroendocrine reactivity and neurobiological
makeup, one may expect different types of stress pathology to develop under con-
ditions in which a particular coping style fails. Although there are only a limited
number of studies performed concerning pathology in relation to the type of coping
style adopted, there are some indications that the two coping styles differ in sus-
ceptibility to develop cardiovascular pathology, ulcer formation, stereotypies, and
infectious disease.

Cardiovascular Pathology

Various studies emphasize the differences between the two coping styles in auto-
nomic balance. Because of the role of the two branches of the autonomic ner-
vous system in cardiovascular control, one may expect a differential vulnerabil-
ity for various types of cardiovascular pathology as well. Indeed, a number of
experiments found evidence that the proactive coping animal is more vulnerable
to develop hypertension, atherosclerosis, and tachyarrhythmia due to the high sym-
pathetic reactivity (Fokkema, Koolhaas, & Gugten, 1995; Fokkema, Smit, Van der
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Gugten, & Koolhaas, 1988; Manuck, Kaplan, & Clarkson, 1983; Sgoifo, De Boer,
Haller, & Koolhaas, 1996; Sgoifo et al., 1997). However, it seems that these types of
cardiovascular pathology only develop under conditions of threat to control rather
than loss of control (Koolhaas & Bohus, 1991). The reactive coping style is char-
acterized by a higher parasympathetic reactivity as can be observed by a strong
bradycardia response in reaction to a sudden unexpected stressor. Although there
have been no systematic studies of the cardiovascular consequences of this response,
one may suggest that these types of animals are more vulnerable to sudden cardiac
death.

Gastric Ulceration

The classical studies of Weiss, (1972) showed that the development of ulcers was
high when the number of active coping attempts was high in the absence of informa-
tional feedback or with negative informational feedback present. In the experimental
animal that could actively control the aversive shock by either pressing a lever dur-
ing the warning signal or during the shock itself, the total length of stomach wall
erosions was much smaller than in the yoked partner, which received exactly the
same amount of shocks, but could not control them. Moreover, in the absence of
informational feedback, a positive correlation was observed between the number of
active coping attempts and the amount of gastric ulceration. In line with these results
is an observation in the Roman high avoidance (RHA) and Roman low avoidance
(RLA) rats, which can be considered to represent the proactive and reactive coping
styles, respectively. It was shown that RHA rats, after stress of food deprivation
for 5 days, had more stomach lesions than RLA rats (Driscoll, Martin, Kugler, &
Baettig, 1983). A negative correlation between attack latency in the intruder test and
gastric ulceration induced by restraint-in-water stress (Murison & Skjerve, 1992)
also suggests that animals that prefer a proactive coping style are more vulnerable
for the formation of ulcers during uncontrollable stress. In rat colonies, dominant
animals that are usually representatives of the proactive coping style are reported
to develop stomach wall erosions when they have lost their leading position (social
outcast) after frequent attacks by other colony members. These studies suggest that
the proactive individual is most vulnerable to stomach ulcers under conditions of
loss of control. This observation is supported by studies in cattle (Wiepkema &
Adrichem, 1987; Wiepkema & Schuiten, 1992).

Immunologic Defense

Contemporary psychoneuroimmunology emphasizes the role of the HPA axis and
the sympathetic branch of the autonomic nervous system in the communication
between the brain and the immune system (Felten et al., 1987). In view of the
differential reactivity of these two systems in the two coping styles, one may expect
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to see differences in the immune system as well. Indeed, several studies in rats
and mice demonstrate that individual differentiation in coping is an important fac-
tor in stress and immunity. In particular in the social stress models, the individ-
ual level of social activity seems to be an important explanatory variable in some
studies (Bohus & Koolhaas, 1990; Raab et al., 1986). Although these studies do
not specifically address the issue of coping styles, it is tempting to consider the
possibility that these socially active animals represent the proactive coping style.
Sandi, Castanon, Vitiello, Neveu, and Mormede (1991) specifically addressed the
question of the significance of individual differentiation in emotional responsive-
ness to the differentiation in immunology. They used the RHA and RLA rats
that have been genetically selected on the basis of their active avoidance behav-
ior (Driscoll, Demek, D’Angio, Claustre, & Scatton, 1990). These selection lines
have been shown to differ in a number of behavioral and neuroendocrine stress
responses in a similar way as the proactive and reactive coping styles as mentioned
above. It was shown that the Natural Killer (NK) cell activity and the proliferation
response of splenocytes to mitogenic stimulation was lowest in the RLA males, a
difference that was even more pronounced after the stress of active shock avoid-
ance learning. In a study of pigs, Hessing (1994) demonstrated that aggressive,
resistant pigs had a higher in vivo and in vitro cell-mediated immune response
to specific and nonspecific antigens than nonaggressive, nonresistant pigs. After
stress, the aggressive, resistant pigs showed the strongest immunosuppression. This
difference in immunologic reactivity in relation to coping style may explain the
differential disease susceptibility in relation to social rank in group-housed pigs
after a challenge with Aujeszky virus. These observations in pigs are consistent
with similar data obtained in colony-housed male rats (Bohus & Koolhaas, 1990).
Finally, it was demonstrated that proactive coping male rats are more vulnerable
for the experimental induction of the autoimmune disease experimental allergic
encephalomyelitis (EAE), which is considered to be an animal model for multiple
sclerosis in humans. This high vulnerability seems to be due to the high sympathetic
reactivity in the proactive coping males (Kavelaars, Heijnen, Tennekes, Bruggink,
& Koolhaas, 1999).

Evolutionary Significance

Most of the data mentioned so far have been obtained using males under rather
limited experimental conditions in the laboratory. To allow conclusions about the
adaptive significance of coping strategies, one needs data from more complex nat-
ural populations as well. There are several examples in mammals, birds, and fish
showing that phenotypic variation is somehow maintained within a single natural
population. These field studies support the general view as outlined above on the
adaptive significance of individual variation in behavior and physiology of animals.
On the basis of extensive ecology studies in a sunfish species (Lepomis gibbosus),
Coleman and Wilson (1998) found evidence that two morphologically different
phenotypes occupy different habitats while both seem to have an advantage over
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morphologically intermediate individuals. Subsequently, they considered the pos-
sibility that the same might be true for the individual differentiation in behavior,
in particular for the differentiation in shy and bold animals. The way in which the
distinction between shy and bold is described in a number of species, including
monkeys, octopus, and fish, suggests that the shy individual might be similar to the
reactive coping male, and the bold individual might be similar to the proactive coper.
This leads to the question whether there is any evidence from rodent field studies that
the proactive and reactive coping strategy have a differential adaptive significance.
In feral mouse populations, there is some evidence that different behavioral pheno-
types may have a differential fitness depending on the environmental conditions. In
nature, mouse populations are known to go through phases of growth and decline.
Such population cycles may cover a period from 4 to 7 years and can be so extreme
that the population suddenly collapses at the end of a cycle and becomes extinct.
Chitty (1967) hypothesized that the cyclic nature of rodent populations might be
due to a disruptive selection for aggressive behavior in the course of the population
cycle. Evidence that this might be the case was obtained in a study by Van Oort-
merssen and Busser (1989) in seminatural populations of house mice consisting of
both males and females. Phenotypic characterization of the laboratory-bred male
offspring (F1) of fathers caught from these colonies revealed a bimodal distribu-
tion of attack latencies as measured in a standardized resident intruder paradigm.
Subsequent selective breeding for high and low attack latencies resulted within five
generations in a stable short attack latency (SAL) selection line. After a number of
failures due to infertility of the offspring, we managed to obtain a long attack latency
(LAL) selection line as well. Cross-fostering and back-cross experiments show that
the phenotypic differentiation in aggressive behavior as observed in the colonies has
a strong genetic basis.

An analysis of the mortality reveals a strong increase in females, juveniles,
and preweanling juveniles just before the crash of the population (Fig. 2.1). The
idea that this increase in mortality is due to enhanced levels of aggression in the
males is supported by an index of territoriality. Figure 2.2 shows the number of
males present in the nests. In the growth phase of the population, on average four
males were found together in each nest. Toward the crash, however, males were
generally found alone, indicating a reduced tolerance for additional males in the
nest. During the whole population cycle, animals are migrating from the popula-
tion. It seems that the nonaggressive phenotype is more successful in establishing
a new colony than the highly aggressive phenotype. This leads to the more gen-
eral view that the two phenotypes observed in seminatural populations of house
mice might have a differential fitness depending on the phase of the population
cycle.

Recent studies in the great tit (Parus major), a small song bird, show a similar
differentiation of phenotypes like in our rodent studies. Bold animals are relatively
aggressive, superficial explorers and more prone to develop behavioral routines
than shy birds. In a field study, Verbeek, Drent, and Wiepkema, (1994) observed
a bimodal distribution of aggressive behavior of individual birds. Subsequent exper-
iments showed that this differentiation has a genetic basis and can be consid-
ered behaviorally as a differentiation in proactive and reactive coping strategy.
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Observations in natural bird populations support the idea that the individual vari-
ation in coping strategy buffers the species against the negative effects of envi-
ronmental variation such as food availability (Dingemanse, Both, Van Noordwijk,
Rutten, & Drent, 2003). In this sense, the concept of coping strategies addresses a
fundamental issue in evolutionary biology.
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Conclusion

Individual differentiation in behavior and physiology is a well-known phenomenon
in many animal species. Unfortunately, there are relatively few studies using a more
systematic approach to characterize individual response patterns across various
environmental conditions. However, the scarce literature suggests that the dimension
of proactive and reactive coping strategies can be distinguished in a wide variety of
animal species (Koolhaas et al., 1999). Authors may use different terms to character-
ize phenotypes, such as shyness and boldness or proactive and reactive, but they all
seem to share the same basic characteristics. Detailed analysis of coping strategies
in rats and mice indicates that the most fundamental difference between proactive
and reactive coping is the degree to which behavior is guided by feedback and feed-
forward control. This results in a differential degree of behavioral flexibility. This
degree of flexibility may have its origin in a differential survival value in nature. The
challenge for the future is to integrate ethologic, stress physiologic, and ecologic
approaches in the study of coping strategies.

From a biomedical point of view, the concept of coping strategies implies that
different animals have a differential capacity to adapt to the same environmental
conditions. Negative health consequences might arise if an animal cannot cope with
the stressor or needs very demanding coping efforts. In view of the differential
neuroendocrine reactivity and neurobiological makeup, one may expect different
types of stress pathology to develop under conditions in which a particular coping
strategy fails. Although there are only a limited number of studies performed con-
cerning pathology in relation to the type of coping strategy adopted, there are some
indications that the two coping strategies differ in susceptibility to develop cardio-
vascular pathology, ulcer formation, stereotypes, and infectious disease (Koolhaas
et al., 1999).

If we accept the idea that nature somehow favors the existence of different phe-
notypes within one species, one may wonder how this relates to animals bred by
humans in laboratory or animal husbandry conditions. Both in wild house mice
and in a small bird, the great tit (Parus major), latency measures seem to have a
bimodal distribution (Verbeek et al., 1994). Many studies use heavily domesticated
animals that are usually selected for specific traits as well. In general, individual
behavioral scores are normally distributed in these animals. Moreover, it is hard
to tell how a certain inbred or domesticated strain relates to the original and pre-
sumably functional distribution of its wild ancestors. Nevertheless, it is intrigu-
ing that the extremes of this normal distribution often still fulfill the criteria for
proactive and reactive coping strategies, both behaviorally and physiologically (De
Boer, Van Der Vegt, & Koolhaas, 2003). Although the discussion on the shape of
the distribution curve is important from an evolutionary point of view, it does not
seem to matter much when the individual vulnerability to stress-related diseases is
concerned. After all, it has been repeatedly shown that the extremes in a popula-
tion, irrespective of the detailed distribution curve, may differ not only quantita-
tively but also qualitatively in their behavioral and physiologic response pattern to
stress.



24 J. M. Koolhaas, S. F. de Boer

References

Benus, R. F., Bohus, B., Koolhaas J. M., & Van Oortmerssen, G. A. (1991a). Heritable variation in
aggression as a reflection of individual coping strategies. Experientia, 47, 1008–1019.

Benus, R. F., Bohus, B., Koolhaas J. M., & Van Oortmerssen, G. A. (1991b). Behavioural differ-
ences between artificially selected aggressive and non-aggressive mice: response to apomor-
phine. Behavioural Brain Research, 43, 203–208.

Benus, R. F., Koolhaas J. M., & Van Oortmerssen, G. A. (1988). Aggression and adaptation
to the light-dark cycle: role of intrinsic and extrinsic control. Physiology & Behavior, 43,
131–137.

Bohus, B., & Koolhaas J. M. (1990). Psychoimmunology of social factors in rodents and other
subprimate vertebrates. In R.Ader, D. L. Felten, & N. Cohen (Eds.), Psychoneuroimmunology
(2nd ed., pp. 807–830). San Diego, New York: Academic Press Inc.

Bult, A., Hiestand, L., Van der Zee, E. A., & Lynch, C. B. (1993). Circadian rhythms differ between
selected mouse lines: a model to study the role of vasopressin neurons in the suprachiasmatic
nuclei. Brain Research Bulletin, 32, 623–627.

Cannon, W. B. (1915). Bodily changes in pain, hunger, fear and rage. New York: Appleton.
Chitty, D. (1967). The natural selection of self-regulatory behaviour in animal populations. Pro-

ceedings of the Ecological Society of Australia 2, 51–78.
Coleman, K., & Wilson, D. (1998). Shyness and boldness in pumpkinseed sunfish: individual dif-

ferences are context-specific. Animal Behaviour, 56, 927–936.
Compaan, J. C., Buijs, R. M., Pool, C. W., De Ruiter, A. J. H., & Koolhaas J. M. (1992). Differ-

ential lateral septal vasopressin innervation in aggressive and nonaggressie male mice. Brain
Research Bulletin, 30, 1–6.

De Boer, S. F., & Koolhaas J. M. (2003). Defensive burying in rodents: ethology, neurobiology and
psychopharmacology. European Journal of Pharmacology, 463, 145–161.

De Boer, S. F., Van Der Vegt, B. J., & Koolhaas J. M. (2003). Individual variation in aggression of
feral rodent strains: a standard for the genetics of aggression and violence? Behavior Genetics,
33, 485–501.

De Ruiter, A. J. H., Koolhaas J.M., Keijser, J. N., Van Oortmerssen, G. A., & Bohus, B. (1992).
Differential testosterone secretory capacity of the testes of aggressive and non-aggressive house
mice during ontogeny. Aggressive Behavior, 18, 149–157.

Dingemanse, N. J., Both, C., Van Noordwijk, A. J., Rutten, A. L., & Drent, P. J. (2003). Natal dis-
persal and personalities in great tits (Parus major). Proceedings of the Royal Society of London.
Series B: Biological Sciences, 270, 741–747.

Driscoll, P., Demek, J., D’Angio, M., Claustre, Y., & Scatton, B. (1990). A genetically-based model
for divergent stress responses: behavioral, neurochemical and hormonal aspects. In V. Pliska &
G. Stranzinger (Eds.), Farm animals in biomedical research (5th ed., pp. 97–107). Hamburg:
Verlag Paul Parey.

Driscoll, P., Martin, J. R., Kugler, P., & Baettig, K. (1983). Environmental and genetic effects
on food-deprivation induced stomach lesions in male rats. Physiology & Behavior, 31,
225–228.

Engel, G. L. & Schmale, A. H. (1972). Conservation withdrawal: a primary regulatory process for
organic homeostasis. In R. Porter & J. Knight (Eds.), Physiology, emotions and psychosomatic
illness. CIBA Foundation Symposium (pp. 57–95). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Feldker, D. E., De Kloet, E. R., Kruk, M. R., & Datson, N. A. (2003). Large-scale gene expres-
sion profiling of discrete brain regions: potential, limitations, and application in genetics of
aggressive behavior. Behavior Genetics, 33, 537–548.

Felten, D. L., Felten, S. Y., Bellinger, D. L., Carlson, S. L., Ackerman, K. D., Madden, K. S., et al.
(1987). Noradrenergic sympathetic neural interactions with the immune system: structure and
function. Immunology Review, 100, 225–260.

Fokkema, D. S., Koolhaas J. M., & Van der Gugten, J. (1995). Individual characteristics of
behavior, blood pressure, and adrenal hormones in colony rats. Physiology & Behavior, 57,
857–862.



2 Coping Styles and Aggression: A Biobehavioral Approach 25

Fokkema, D., Smit, K., Van der Gugten, J., & Koolhaas J. M. (1988). A coherent pattern among
social behavior, blood pressure, corticosterone, and catecholamines measures in individual
male rats. Physiology & Behavior, 42, 485–489.

Henry, J. P., & Stephens, P. M. (1977). Stress, health and the social environment: a sociobiological
approach to medicine. Berlin: Springer.

Hessing, M. (1994). Individual behavioural characteristics in pigs and their consequences for pig
husbandry. Ph.D. thesis. Wageningen: Agricultural University.

Kavelaars, A., Heijnen, C. J., Tennekes, R., Bruggink, J. E., & Koolhaas J. M. (1999). Individual
behavioral characteristics of wild-type rats predict susceptibility to experimental autoimmune
encephalomyelitis. Brain Behavior Immunology, 13, 279–286.

Koolhaas J. M., & Bohus, B. (1991). Coping strategies and cardiovascular risk: a study of rats
and mice. In A. Appels (Ed.), Behavioral observations in cardiovascular research (pp. 45–58).
Amsterdam: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Koolhaas, J. M., Everts, H., de Ruiter, A. J., De Boer, S. F., & Bohus, B. (1998). Coping with stress
in rats and mice: differential peptidergic modulation of the amygdala-lateral septum complex.
Progress in Brain Research, 119, 437–448.

Koolhaas, J. M., Korte, S. M., De Boer, S. F., Van Der Vegt, B. J., Van Reenen, C. G., Hop-
ster, H., et al. (1999). Coping styles in animals: current status in behavior and stress-physiology.
Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 23, 925–935.

Korte, S. M., Meijer, O. C., De Kloet, E. R., Buwalda, B., Keijser, J., Sluyter, F., et al. (1996).
Enhanced 5-HT1a receptor expression in forebrain regions of aggressive house mice. Brain
Research, 736, 338–343.

Lazarus, R. (1966). Psychosocial stress and the coping process. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Manuck, S. B., Kaplan, J. R., & Clarkson, T. B. (1983). Behaviorally induced heart rate reactivity

and atherosclerosis in cynomolgous monkeys. Psychosomatic Medicine, 45, 95–108.
Murison, R., & Skjerve, A. (1992). Individual behavioral characteristics and extent of stress-

induced gastric ulceration in rats. Acta Physiologica Hungarica, 80, 127–133.
Raab, A., Dantzer, R., Michaud, B., Mormede, P., Taghzouti, K., & Simon, H. (1986). Behav-

ioral, physiological and immunological consequences of social status and aggression in
chronically coexisting resident-intruder dyads of male rats. Physiology & Behavior, 36,
223–228.

Roozendaal, B., Wiersma, A., Driscoll, P., Koolhaas J. M., & Bohus, B. (1992). Vasopressinergic
modulation of stress responses in the central amygdala of the Roman high-avoidance and low-
avoidance rat. Brain Research, 596, 35–40.

Sandi, C., Castanon, N., Vitiello, S., Neveu, P. J., & Mormede, P. (1991). Different responsiveness
of spleen lymphocytes from two lines of psychogenetically selected rats (Roman high and low
avoidance). Journal of Neuroimmunology, 31, 27–33.

Sgoifo, A., De Boer, S. F., Haller, J., & Koolhaas J. M. (1996). Individual differences in plasma cat-
echolamine and corticosterone stress responses of wild type rats: relationship with aggression.
Physiology & Behavior, 60, 1403–1407.

Sgoifo, A., De Boer, S. F., Westenbroek, C., Maes, F. W., Beldhuis, H., Suzuki, T., et al. (1997).
Incidence of arrhythmias and heart rate variability in wild type rats exposed to social stress.
American Journal of Physiology, 273, H1754–H1760.

Sih, A., Bell, A. M., Johnson, J. C., & Ziemba, R. E. (2004). Behavioral syndromes: an integrative
overview. The Quarterly Review of Biology, 79, 241–277.

Sluyter, F., Jamot, L., Van Oortmerssen, G. A., & Crusio, W. E. (1994). Hippocampal mossy fiber
distribution in mice selected for aggression. Brain Research, 646, 145–148.

Treit, D., Pinel, J. P. J., & Fibiger, H. C. (1981). Conditioned defensive burying: a new
paradigm for the study of anxiolytic agents. Pharmacology, Biochemistry, and Behavior, 15,
619–626.

Van Oortmerssen, G. A., & Busser, J. (1989). Studies in wild house mice III: disruptive selection
on aggression as a possible force in evolution. In P. F. Brain, D. Mainardi, & S. Parmigiani
(Eds.), House mouse aggression: a model for understanding the evolution of social behavior
(pp. 87–117). Chur Switzerland: Harwood.



26 J. M. Koolhaas, S. F. de Boer

Verbeek, M. E. M., Drent, P. J., & Wiepkema, P. R. (1994). Consistent individual differences in
early exploratory behavior of male great tits. Animal Behavior, 48, 1113–1121.

Weiss, J. M. (1972). Influence of psychological variables on stress-induced pathology. In
R. Porter & J. Knight (Eds.), Physiology, emotion and psychosomatic illness. CIBA Foundation
Symposium (pp. 253–265). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Wiepkema, P. R., & Van Adrichem, P. W. M. (1987). Biology of stress in farm animals. Dordrecht:
Nijhoff.

Wiepkema, P. R., & Schuiten, W. G. P. (1992). Stereotypes in sows during chronic stress. Psy-
chotherapy and Psychosomatics, 57, 194–199.


	2 Coping Styles and Aggression: A Biobehavioral Approach
	Jaap M. Koolhaas and Sietse F. de Boer


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for journal articles and eBooks for online presentation. Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


